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general, to Professor Karl Pearson's paper for the justifications,

because it is his method, and in particular lie lias quite recently

a paper in the journal Biometrika,* going  very

carefully into this whole method; and all I can do is to simply
follow in his steps. The method depends on a purely empirical
basis, not on any ii -priori theory. By its means we do, as a
matter of fact, obtain an equation which fits the observations.
But, incidentally, Professor Karl Pearson shows that the results
are? in general, the same as those obtained by the
of least squares. Without "basing Ms system upon
the coincidence at all, he does obtain the same results. The
of the method is, as he has also shown in the
paper, that the solution of the equations obtained is
very much easier than the solution of equations obtained by
the ordinary method of least squares. I hesitate to go further
into this subject because it is Professor Karl Pearson's subject^
and all his papers are very easily accessible. He has shown
that empirical algebraic formulas can be found for a very
wide range of groups, and in every case he has fitted equations
to the groups by the help of this number of moments. He has
then found that the equations so obtained do fit the groups
exceedingly well. Groups may, perhaps, contain 30, or 40,
or 100 measurements, but the constants at disposal are only
4. If you calculate these 4 constants by any method and
obtain, as a result, the equations which fit a wide range of
observations, you have a strong empirical justification for the
method. I believe that is the justification which Professor
Karl Pearson gives for the method. But we are met face to
face with this difficult question, which it is impossible to deal
with here and now : How far ought we in such investigations
to take empirical formulae which are only justified by their
results, and how far should we base our reasoning on a priori
assumptions as to the nature of error, and as to its occurrence,
assumptions which underlie the theory of probability, and
from such assumptions obtain our equations? Should we
obtain our equations with the view to fitting the result, or
should we obtain our equations from a priori reasoning and
see how far they fit the results ? To my mind we have not
nearly enough experience in the matter at present. We have
not sufficiently tested the fitting of groups to the a priori
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